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Abstract 
This paper analyzes partnership formation and dissolution of a population of immigrant 
origin in Spain, in comparison to natives. It combines three different data sources 
(Fertility and Values Survey 2006, National Immigrant Survey 2007 and Chances 2011) 
to identify variations in timing and incidence of partnership formation across 
generations. The obtained results suggest clear support for selection and disruption 
hypotheses in the case of first generation immigrant women, who tend to marry less and 
later than comparable natives, and also to separate more. However, in the case of Latin 
American and EU15 women some socialization effect cannot be completely discarded.. 
Among adolescents of immigrant origin  preferences concerning type and timing of 
union reveal a strong effect of socialization into their parents’ family values, which in 
the case of individuals who migrated to Spain aged older than 5 is not completely 
counterbalanced by the adaptation process taking place since their arrival. These results  
are in line with the hypotheses formulated in the framework of the intergenerational 
transmission of values’ approach, which emphasizes that family values and family-
related attitudes remain important in parental socialization and are quite effectively 
passed on to the 1.5 and second generation. 
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1. Introduction. Union formation and dissolution in Spain over the last 
decades 
 
The evolution of union formation in Spain over the past three decades has been marked 
by a decline in marriage rates and an increase in the age of first entry into this type of 
union. While both processes became manifest in the 1980s, they intensified 
considerably throughout the 1990s. Indeed, Spain showed the highest age at marriage 
within the European context by the end of the decade (Muñoz-Pérez and Recaño-
Valverde 2011). In fact, age at first marriage has continued to increase after the turn of 
the 21th century (Domínguez Folgueras and Castro-Martín 2011). Illustratively,  the 
mean age of entry into the first marriage in 2000 lied at 28.1 years in the case of 
women, and at 30.1 years in the case of men. In 2012, the equivalent figures were 31.7 
and 33.8, respectively (INE, 2014). 
 
In addition, as far as marital unions are concerned, it should be noted that in 2009 and 
for the first time there were more civil than religious marriages (53.3 vs. 45.7%) (INE 
2012); the incidence of civil marriages has more than doubled over the past two decades 
–from 21% of all marriages in 1991 to 60% in 2011 (INE 2012). 
 
The retreat from marriage did not automatically go hand in hand with an increase in 
cohabitation, in contrast with the typical development in other European countries. 
From the early 1980s to the mid 1990s, the prevalence of this type of co-residential 
union increased at a fairly slow pace. From that point onwards, and particularly after 
year 2000, the diffusion of cohabitation has gained momentum and this type of unions 
has become increasingly common among younger cohorts. Accordingly, cohabitation 
can no longer be regarded as a marginal phenomenon in Spain. As Esping-Andersen et 
al (2013) have shown, approximately 40 percent of Spanish women born in the 
seventies are currently in cohabitation. 
 
In fact, the marked increase in childbearing rates registered within cohabitating couples 
comes to confirm the spread of cohabitation in Spanish society as an alternative to 
marriage, rather than merely as a transitional phase towards the latter (Domínguez 
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Folgueras and Castro-Martín 2013). In 2009, as many as 24% of all first births in Spain 
took place within cohabitating unions (Castro-Martín 2010).  
 
Further evidence of the growing diffusion of cohabitating unions is the fact that whereas 
one decade ago there was a marked positive educational gradient of cohabitation, 
nowadays it is equally spread across all educational strata. The most recent analyses of 
the socio-demographic correlates of cohabitation in Spain show nonetheless that the 
phenomenon is still comparatively more widespread among individuals with particular 
characteristics –in the case of women, employment participation, a secular identity and 
a political left orientation show a greater association with the probability of opting for 
cohabitation as an alternative to marriage. So do experiences of previous childbearing or 
independent living (Domínguez-Folgueras and Castro-Martín 2013).  
 
Spanish society has also experienced considerable changes in terms of union dissolution 
over the past thirty years. In fact, marital disruption was a fairly rare occurrence until 
the legal ban on divorce was lifted in 1981. Ever since, it has become increasingly 
common, to the extent that one of six unions ended in dissolution in the late 2000s 
(Bernardi and Martínez-Pastor 2011). For every 100 marriages, 31 separations or 
divorces were registered in 1991. In 2010, the figures had risen spectacularly to 75 (INE 
2011). In accordance with this picture, the probability of marital dissolution –which had 
traditionally lied at low levels– has been documented to have significantly raised among 
recent marriage cohorts (Bernardi and Martínez-Pastor 2011). Figure 2 summarizes 
crude divorce rate, which substantially increased in the early 2000s due to changes in 
the regulation of separation and divorce in 2005 (Law 15/2005, July 8), especially 
relevant for cases in which separation was mutually agreed. 
 
Furthermore, it is not only the incidence but also the socio-demographic correlates of 
divorce that have changed over time. For women who got married before 1981, higher 
divorce rates were primarily associated to higher education and labour market 
participation, as well as to the experience of union dissolution within the family of 
origin or the presence of children from a previous relationship. For those married after 
1981, the level of education is no longer a significant correlate of divorce, and the 
importance of employment status has in turn declined. In contrast, having children 
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within the couple has been consistently linked to a decreased risk of divorce (Bernardi 
and Martínez-Pastor 2011). 
 
Since the mid-nineties large inflows of immigrants have entered Spain, which are likely 
to have contributed to the ongoing transformations in Spanish family patterns in 
different ways. The main goal of this study consists precisely of identifying similarities 
and differences in patterns of partnership formation and dissolution between individuals 
of immigrant and non-immigrant origin in Spain, and changes over immigrant 
generations. In section 2 we briefly review the theoretical framework provides by 
previous studies on related issues. In section 3 we describe the context and profile of 
international migration to Spain, and provide a detailed account of the heterogeneity in 
terms of age, sex, origin and marital status present in the current population of 
immigrant origin living in Spain. Section 4 describes the advantages and limitations of 
the available data sources, section 5 compares the partnership dynamics of first 
generation immigrant women to that of natives; and section 6 compares preferences 
concerning timing and type of union among adolescents of immigrant and native origin, 
before section 7 summarizes the obtained findings and discusses their implications. 
 
2. Theoretical framework and previous research 
 
Immigrants who arrive to their country of destination as adults shaped their family 
values and preferences concerning family forms in their country of origin. However, 
they will look for a partner, and will date potential spouses in a context different from 
the one where their socialization process took place, a new context with its own social 
norms and constraints. Accordingly, if dominant patterns of family formation, including 
gender roles and household arrangements among others, largely differ between origin 
and destination, the disruptive effect of migration on partnership patterns is likely to be 
strong. Such a disruption may result in some delay in the age of entering into 
partnership and also a higher likelihood of dissolution. However, the relative 
importance of partnership formation patterns in which migrants were socialized into 
during their childhood and adolescence is also likely to vary across individuals. 
Migration is a strongly selective process, especially in their initial stages; migrants tend 
to be more educated, more resourceful and more risk-takers than the average individual 
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in the sending areas. Thus, it may be the case that they are also selected from a group 
more prone to deviate from dominant family behaviors in their places of origin.  
 
Assuming that entry into partnership tends to happen earlier in most immigrants’ 
countries of origin than in Spain, if socialization forces dominate, first generation 
women are expected to still marry earlier and more than comparable natives. However, 
the disruptive effect of migration (social networks are broken) as well as potential 
selectivity into migration might delay the expected age of entry into partnership of those 
who were already of marriageable age at arrival. An example of such a joint effect of 
disruption and selection can be found, for instance, in the historical pattern followed by 
the rate of mix-marriages for immigrants arrived to Germany since the early sixties. As 
several authors suggested (Kane and Stephen, 1988; Klein, 2001), the U-shaped pattern 
shown by the figures of mix-marriage rate with high rates in the initial stages of the 
migration process was due to the interaction between the disruptive effect of the 
marriage market constraints (few potential partners from the same origin group) and 
stronger selection of migrants at the beginning of the migration flows, who will tend to 
be drawn from most open-minded individuals. Later on, the increase of co-nationals 
available in the marriage market and even the importation of partners from the country 
of origin would reduce the rate of mix-marriage until the increasing cultural 
convergence and integration later on would explain a new upturn in mix-marriages. 
 
The previous explanation makes sense to account for the observed pattern at the 
aggregated level. At the individual level, however, it is more complicated to distinguish 
between selection, disruption and adaptation as competing explanations. Only by 
running a triple comparison between immigrants, natives at destination and non-
migrants in origin countries would it be possible to discriminate between each other. 
Moreover, some selection, some adaptation and some disruption might have occurred 
but not be enough to completely suppress the immigrant-native gap.   
 
The previous reasoning applied mostly to first generation immigrants. However, some 
of the aforementioned hypotheses are likely to play a weaker role in explaining the 
behavior of descendants of immigrants, including both middle and second generation. 
Adaptation is more likely to take place for them, since they all have spent at least part of 
their childhood in the country of destination, whereas the time available to find a partner 
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(and adapt to dominant behavior in destination) is clearly shorter for migrants who were 
older than 16 at arrival. Obviously, socialization into origin values and patterns will still 
play a role for descendants through the intergenerational transmission of family values, 
which is known to remain particularly strong among immigrant communities (Nauck, 
2001, 2007; Phalet and Schönplug, 2001; Schönpflug 2001; de Valk and Liefbroer, 
2007). In contrast, selection and disruptive effect of migration weaken as reasonable 
explanations for differences in partnership patterns between descendants of immigrants 
and comparable natives, especially for the second generation but only partially for 1.5 
immigrants, who did not decide to migrate themselves but suffered the obvious 
disruption that changing school, classmates, friends and even language of everyday life 
implies.  
 
The previous discussion makes clear that the analysis of partnership formation and 
dissolution among immigrants needs to distinguish across generations, both 
theoretically and empirically. Accordingly, we will first look into the partnership 
trajectories of the first generation, including not only entry into partnership/marriage but 
also dissolution. Next, we analyze entry into marriage for migrants who came during 
their childhood (at age 15 or younger) but are now of marriageable age (16 or older). 
And, finally, we will also analyze the preferences of 1.5 and 2
nd
 generation migrants 
who are still younger than 16 concerning forms and timing of partnership formation.  
 
 
3. Immigration to Spain and immigrants’ family dynamics 
 
The foreign-born population increased from 1.2 million in 1998 to 5.65 million in 2011, 
representing 12.1 percent of the total population (INE Census 2011)
1
. Approximately 
750,000 of them (2 percent) are descendants from one or two Spanish emigrants (groups 
6 and 5 in Tables 1 and 2); the remaining 10 percent are all foreign-born individuals 
with two immigrant parents (groups 1 and 2 in Tables 1 and 2). Namely, in 2011, there 
were almost 4 million first generation immigrants who arrived at age 16 or older 
                                                          
1
 Most undocumented immigrants are also included in these numbers since the sampling frame for Census 
2011 was the Municipal Population Registers (Padrón), in combination with other data sources, and legal 
status is irrelevant for registration. Moreover, registration in Padrón is required to gain access to public 
schools and all social services in the municipality, and also utilized as proof of length of residence in 
Spain for regularisation processes. The police and immigration authorities have, as yet, never used this 
register for detecting and deporting unlawful residents. 
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(hereinafter 1
st
 generation) to Spain, and approximately one more million are 
descendants of two immigrant parents who arrived at age 15 or younger (the so-called 
1.5 generation or middle generation). These figures are large in the European context 
and clearly reflect the size of recent migration inflows to Spain. Moreover, the number 
of individuals born in Spain to couples made of one immigrant parent and a native-born 
one (mixed-nativity parents) amounted to almost 1.2 million in 2011. This figure 
suggests a large degree of mixing between the native and the immigrant-origin 
population in the process of family formation.  
 
In contrast, the size of thesecond generation in strict terms (Spain-born descendants of 
two immigrant parents) remains still relatively small (less than 800,000 individuals) 
compared to the previous two groups, and also compared to the second generation’s size 
in other European countries, due precisely to the recent arrival of most immigrants to 
Spain.  
 
(Table 1 about here) 
 
n fact, as Table 2 summarizes, first generation and 1.5 generation immigrants have been 
residing in Spain, on average, between 9 and 10 years, and most of them arrived after 
2000. Moreover, they are still very young: 18 and 11 years old, on average, 
respectively. This is a crucial aspect for the subject of interest here; it implies very few 
descendants of immigrants are of adult age , and even fewer have started the process of 
family formation: only 10 and 7 percent of 1.5 and 2
nd
 generation, respectively, were 
married in 2011. In contrast, by that time, approximately 20 percent children born in 
Spain to mixed parental couples (one parent born in Spain and one parent born abroad) 
had already married. Unfortunately, most sources do not include information on 
parents’ nativity and, therefore, potential particularities in the partnership behaviour of 
descendants of mixed couples remain largely unknown. 
 
By regions of origin, immigrants (including second generation) are mostly linked to 
Latin America, the Maghreb and Eastern Europe. However, people born in EU15 
countries or with a mother and/or father born in EU15 countries (excluding Spain) still 
make a large fraction of immigrant-origin population in Spain. As can be seen in Table 
2, for first generation Romanians (716,687), Moroccans (690,502) and Ecuadorians 
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(412,382) are the largest groups. Among their descendants, however 1.5 and 2
nd
 
generation individuals of Moroccan origin are the largest group, followed by 
Romanians and Ecuadorians, which is consistent with the earlier start of Moroccan 
migration to Spain. In contrast, the proportion of people with some sort of EU15 origin 
is much larger among individuals with at least one parent born in Spain: 40 among 
children born in Spain to mixed-nativity couples, and 42 percent among children born 
abroad to mixed-nativity couples. In addition, 29 percent of foreign-born individuals 
with two parents born in Spain were born in some EU15 country, although countries 
like Argentina and Morocco are also important for this group. In sum, groups 1, 2 and 3 
in table 1 are largely related to the most recent immigration flows to Spain coming 
mostly (but not only) from Morocco, Ecuador and Romania, whereas groups 4, 5, 6 
present a more mixed origin profile with larger numbers of people born or with some 
parent born in EU15. Given the different patterns of family formation in their (or their 
parents’) respective countries of origin, it is important to bear this distinction in mind 
when analyzing their partnership behaviour instead of merging people with some 
immigrant origin altogether. 
 
Apart from diversity in their origins, the three largest groups among 1
st
, 1.5 and 2
nd
 
generation – that is, groups 1, 2 and 3– also differ in some important dimensions like 
sex composition or length of stay, which are likely to both reflect and affect their family 
formation patterns. For instance, in 2011, among people with some Moroccan origin 
there were 74 men for 100 women; this ratio increased up to 96 among people with 
some Romanian origin, to 102 among the Ecuadorian one, and to 119 among 
Colombian –the fourth largest group in 2011. Variation in their sex ratios reflects, first, 
different selection patterns by gender in emigration from their countries of origin; and 
second, also variation in the incidence and speed of their family reunification process in 
Spain. González-Ferrer (2008, 2011a, 2011b) has shown that reunification of immigrant 
couples in Spain has been particularly quick in comparison to what is usually expected: 
approximately 80 percent of immigrants living in Spain in 2007 and who had married 
before migrating took less than two years to reunify her/his spouse in Spain.
2
 Moroccan 
couples took the longest time in reunifying their partners in Spain, while EU15 and 
                                                          
2
 However, official residence permits figures do not reflect this phenomenon as many of these couples 
reunified de facto, that is without following the legal procedure for family reunification. 
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Ecuadorians were the quickest. In other words, the process of couples’ reunification in 
Spain was largely completed before the crisis started.  
 
However, what happened to those who were still not in partnership at the time of their 
arrival to Spain? In 2007, approximately 42 and 35 percent of first generation (arrived at 
age 16 or older) males and females had not married yet, respectively (ENI 2007 in 
González-Ferrer 2011b). Four years later, in 2011, corresponding percentages had 
reduced to 31 and 27, which suggests that many first generation immigrants entered into 
marriage in a relatively short time (see Table 2). 
 
(Table 2 about here) 
 
 
4. Data sources available. Advantages and limitations 
 
Unfortunately, most socio-demographic surveys carried out in Spain lack of dated 
information. This limitation seriously restricts the possibility to analyze the process of 
family formation and dissolution from a life-cycle perspective not only for the recently 
arrived migrants but also for the native-born population. Just to give an idea of the 
extent of this limitation, it seems important to mention that the 2011 Census, for 
instance, did not collect any date other than date of birth and date of arrival to 
Spain/region/municipality/dwelling. The Labour Force Survey, which is periodically 
taken and has a very large sample with good coverage of immigrants, has never 
included information about the date of marriage or separation of the interviewees. 
Finally, the National Immigrant Survey, which was carried out by the National Institute 
of Statistics in 2007 with a very large nationally representative sample of immigrants, 
gathers some retrospective information but in the area of family formation and 
dissolution only asked about the date of marriage, and only for those individuals who 
were married at the time of the survey; nothing else. 
 
In this situation, the Fertility and Values Survey (FVS) carried out by the Centre for 
Sociological Research in 2006, offers the best possibilities for exploring the type of 
phenomena this case-study focuses on. FVS2006 collected quite detailed partnership 
and fertility histories, with dated information; however, FVS2006 does not include men 
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and did not over-sample immigrant populations. As can be seen in Table 3, the 
subsample of immigrants in FVS2006 is only 745 immigrant women, of whom 
approximately 13% are 1.5 generation (arrived at age 15 or younger). Median age at 
migration is 26 years old, their median duration of residence in Spain by the time of the 
survey (2006) was 9 years, which guarantees a quite good coverage of the life period 
when first partnership transitions (cohabitation, marriage and separation) happen. 
Approximately 30 per cent of the FVS2006 immigrant sample had married before 
migrating to Spain (which coincides with the percentage provided by the much larger 
sample of the National Immigrants Survey taken in 2007), and 6 percent had even 
separated at the time of arrival. It is not possible to exclude this part of the sample of 
immigrant women without imposing a substantial bias in the results. In addition, by 
excluding them, any intergenerational comparison will be distorted since all 
descendants of migrants would be compared against the behavior of only one part of 
their parents’ generation. For these two reasons, we decided to include in our analyses 
all first generation women, regardless of where they marry (at origin or destination). . 
 
(Table 3 about here) 
 
In addition to these analyses on first generation women, we will exploit also the 
information on partnership type and timing preferences among adolescents of both 
native and immigrant origin, collected in the recently released survey Chances2011. 
This dataset collected information on life-course preferences and expectations of 
approximately 3,000 youth in the municipality of Madrid, and their parents, including 
preferences and expectations regarding living arrangements after leaving the parental 
home, and type and timing of entry into union.
 3
Forty-six percent of surveyed students 
were of immigrant origin, mostly Latin Americans. The overall parental response rate 
was approximately 45 percent; 48.5% among non-immigrant origin children and 37.5% 
among immigrant origin children. Children to mixed parental couples in Spain and 
abroad are not a very large group, as well as second generation. Accordingly, we 
                                                          
3
 The survey randomly sampled 30 schools (15 public and 15 private) in the municipality of Madrid out 
of the whole universe of private and public schools in the city. The sample of schools was constructed in 
two stages. In the first stage we selected 24 neighbourhoods from four different strata constructed by 
combinations of three indicators: 1) the total number of immigrant origin children from the 10 largest 
immigrant groups living in the city in 2011, 2) the percentage of immigrant origin in the neighbourhood 
and, 3) the socio-economic profile of the neighbourhood according to the official classification provided 
by the City Statistical Office. The 24 selected neighbourhoods included 120 schools with secondary 
education from which we randomly selected our 30 schools in the second stage. 
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decided to merge together all children born to mixed couples regardless of their country 
of birth, as well as to include as part of the 2
nd
 generation individuals who immigrated 
to Spain at age 5 or younger. Table 4 summarizes the students sample by sex according 
to this classification. In addition, comparison with the proportion of surveyed parents 
for each category of students shows the higher response rate achieved among parents of 
non-immigrant students. 
 
(Table 4 about here) 
 
 As both student and parental questionnaires replicated the wording of a large number of 
relevant questions, pairwise comparisons of students and parental answers to similar 
indicators
4
 are allowed, which will permit us to analyze the strength of intergenerational 
transmission of family and life-style values, which is the main channel through which 
dominant patterns in their (parents’) country of origin takes place. 
 
 
 
5. Partnership formation and dissolution patterns among first generation women 
and comparable native women in Spain  
 
5.1. Descriptive results from FVS2006 
 
In order to guarantee a minimum number of events for the different family transitions to 
be analyzed only first cohabitation, first marriage, first separation and transitions from 
first cohabitation to either first marriage or separation will be analyzed for the Spanish 
case.   
 
As KM survival estimates show in Figures 1, 2 and 3, immigrant women enter into their 
first union a bit earlier than native women. In fact, the proportion of married women in 
both groups converges around age 23, and then it seems to be a bit larger for native 
                                                          
4
 All students enrolled in the 3
rd
 and 4
th
 grades of secondary education (Educación Secundaria 
Obligatoria–ESO) in the selected schools completed a questionnaire during one of their 55 minutes 
classes. In addition, one of their parents (the mother or the father, whoever they decided) also completed a 
parallel questionnaire during the following two weeks. Parental questionnaires (translated into Chinese, 
Arabic and Romanian when needed) were handed to the parents by their children. Between one and two 
weeks later, teachers collected the completed parental questionnaires in the classroom.  
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women. Overall differences, thus, are not large with the exception of participation in 
cohabitation, which is much more frequent for immigrant women. At age 24, 
approximately 25 percent of immigrant women had entered into cohabitation versus 
only 10 percent of native women. In addition, it seems that the risk of entering into 
cohabitation continues being an option for immigrant women longer time than for 
native ones: survival function becomes almost flat at age 28 or 29 for natives but only at 
age 32 for immigrants, which might be reflecting the disruptive effect of migration as 
well. 
 
(Figures 1, 2 and 3 about here) 
 
Obviously, differences in the incidence of cohabitation are likely to be strongly related 
to the different age profile of native and immigrant populations living in Spain at the 
time of the survey. As Table 4 indicates, while almost half of native women in our 
sample were born before 1960, the corresponding percentage among immigrant women 
was only 15 percent. Conversely, more than 30 percent of immigrant women were born 
in 1980 or later, while the corresponding percentage for native women is only 17 
percent. For these reasons, birth cohort is one of the main control variables we will 
introduce in our multivariate models to check whether differences between immigrant 
and native women remain as they look in the survival functions once the appropriate 
comparison group is utilized (see below). 
 
In the case of partnership dissolutions, we can see that the incidence of separation is 
substantially larger among immigrant women than natives. Several reasons are potential 
explanations for this: apart from the obvious cohort effect, the disruptive effect of 
migration on couple relationship, as well as the well-known association between 
separation/divorce and international migration among women, they are all potentially 
contributors to this result. In addition, as can be seen in Figure 4 and 5, event after 
controlling for education immigrant women continue being more likely to separate. In 
fact, the effect of education does not seem to be too strong in explaining differences in 
the propensity to separate/divorce for immigrants during the first fifteen years of the 
union. 
 
(Figures 4 and 5 about here) 
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5.2. Multivariate models for first generation and native women 
 
Discrete-time multivariate analyses (logit link), which include duration variable (age 
and union’s duration for formation and dissolution, respectively), birth cohort, region of 
origin and education, do not give us too many surprises.  
 
First of all, the likelihood of entering into a union (no matter which type) decreases with 
age. The probability of entering into a union, namely into a married union, substantially 
decreased for cohorts born after 1970 in comparison to the previous ones (table 6). 
Conversely, the probability to enter into cohabitation has substantially increased for the 
same cohorts with some stagnation in the cohort born in the first half of the eighties 
(table 7). However, even after controlling for birth cohort and age, the likelihood of 
cohabitation continues being significantly higher for immigrant women, with the only 
exception of the Africans (mainly Moroccans), who are not significantly different from 
natives in this regard. When focusing on direct marriage, differences between 
immigrant and native women are not significant at all. Finally, the effect of education, 
as we expected, show opposite signs for entering into marriage and entering into 
cohabitation: more educated women are more likely to start a union through 
cohabitation and less likely to married directly. However, no significant differences in 
the effect of education for immigrant and native women was found (interaction effect is 
never significant). 
 
(Table 5, Table 6 and Table 7 about here) 
 
The results obtained clearly suggest that selection is at work at least for Eastern 
European (mostly Romanians) and Others immigrant women, since they are more likely 
to cohabit than comparable native women, despite that cohabitation rate is not higher in 
their respective regions of origin than in Spain, on average (see Hoem et al. 2009 for the 
Romanian case). Moreover, there is no significant difference in their likelihood of 
entering into first marriage compared to natives once that different composition by 
cohort and educational levels across groups are taking into account. Latin Americans 
and EU15 immigrant women are also more likely to cohabit and do not differ in their 
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likelihood of entering into first union. However, in both cases, it is not easy to know 
whether the observed results are reflecting selection or socialization since in many of 
their respective countries of origin rates of cohabitation are similar or even higher than 
in Spain. In the early 2000s, the percentage of cohabitating women over total women in 
couples in Dominican Republic (63.6 percent), Colombia (57.7 percent) and Peru (47.7 
percent), for instance, were substantially higher than in Spain at that time. However, in 
other countries with also large number of female migrants in Spain the corresponding 
figures were lower like in Argentina (30.6 percent), Bolivia (30.6) and Ecuador (36.4), 
but still larger than in Spain (Cortina et al 2010). Unfortunately, the small sample sizes 
do not allow us to distinguish by country of origin, instead of region, and consequently 
is not possible to discard or confirm the selection hypothesis in these two cases. 
 
(Table 8 about here) 
 
In the case of dissolution of first unions, we observe that the likelihood of 
separation/divorce increases with union’s duration and birth cohort (Table 8). By origin, 
immigrant women are substantially more likely to separate from their first 
partner/husband than native women, and these differences remain after controlling for 
region of origin and education, which is not significant. Women who cohabited before 
marrying and especially women who only cohabited are more likely to separate than 
women who experienced direct marriage. The positive effect of (transitory and 
permanent) cohabitation on separation is larger for native than for immigrant women, as 
indicated by the negative sign of the interaction effects included in model 4 (Table 8).  
These results again support the disruption and selection hypotheses against the 
socialization and adaptation ones, in this case for all origin groups. 
 
 
 
6. Preferences concerning partnership formation among adolescents of immigrant 
and native origin in Spain. Contextual adaptation and intergenerational 
transmission of values. 
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6.1. Descriptive results 
 
In this paper we will utilize the adolescents and their parents’ responses to the following 
questions in order to analyze the partnership- related transitions preferences among 
youth of both immigrant and non-immigrant origin, as well as the influence of their 
parents’ preferences on them.  
 
Would you like to cohabit with your partner without being married?  
Would you like to marry someone in the future?  
At which age would you like to marry someone? 
 
In Figure 6 we have summarized the answers given to two independent questions about 
preferences regarding cohabitation and marriage as two forms of partnership formation, 
and the corresponding living arrangements. As can be seen, 70 percent of natives said 
they wanted to both cohabitate and marry someone, which indirectly imply they 
understand or plan for their lives marriage and cohabitation as potentially compatible 
living arrangements instead of perfect substitutes. The corresponding percentage for 
non-natives is approximately 57 percent. Only 10 percent of adolescents among natives, 
1.5 and 2
nd
 generation conceive cohabitation as an alternative to marriage (they would 
like to cohabit with a partner but reject the idea of marrying someone); in contrast, the 
corresponding percentage among children born to mixed-couples is almost double.  
 
(Figure 6 about here)
 
 Adolescent who expressed their wish to marry in the future were asked at what age they 
would like to marry: children of mixed couples were the ones more prone to delay intro 
into marriage, until almost 28.5 years old, whereas 1.5 generation expressed, on 
average, their wish to marry two years earlier. Natives and second generation 
adolescents  lie somewhere in between (27.2 and 27.7 years old respectively), as shown 
by Figure 7. 
 
(Figure 7 about here) 
 
An exploratory overview of the data shows that gender is a crucial variable concerning 
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these issues. Accordingly, all the multivariate models estimated in the next section will 
be separated by gender. 
 
 
6.2. Multivariate analyses 
 
In order to confirm whether the cross-group differences observed in preferences 
concerning the manner and moment to enter into partnership remain unchanged, or not, 
when composition effects related to sex, parental education, students’ educational 
performance and plans, migrant status and region of origin, residential preferences and 
parental preferences are neutralized, we have run several multivariate models. In table9, 
we analyzed their preferred manner to enter into partnership taking their entire life 
course as the relevant time frame. . Three potential outcomes were considered: marriage 
without previous cohabitation, marriage with previous cohabitation and only 
cohabitation without ever marry. In models 1 and 2 the entire sample is utilized, in 
models 3 to 6 only the sample of students whose parents completed the questionnaire. 
Since this is a selected sample of the entire population, we first run the models for this 
subsample without including parental preferences in models 3 and 4 and then re-
estimate the models including them, in order to distinguish changing effects that might 
be due to the reduced sample size and changing effects related to the additional controls 
introduced in models 5 and 6. 
 
(Table 9 about here) 
 
Both 1.5 and 2
nd
 generation adolescents, male or female, are more likely to prefer direct 
marriage than only cohabitation or marriage preceded by cohabitation. However, it is 
interesting that Latin-Americans are systematically more likely to prefer cohabitation 
than young people from other origins, while adolescents from Moroccan origin show 
precisely the opposite effect.  In addition, the results for the subsample of students 
whose parents completed the questionnaire suggest that a large part of the observed 
differences between descendants of immigrants and comparable natives work through 
socialization occurred within the family. Once parental preferences regarding children’s 
future partnership decisions are controlled for, differences between second generation 
adolescents and natives disappear for both boys and girls, and reduce but still remain for 
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1.5 generation. 
 
(Table 10 about here) 
 
Finally, students were asked about the age they would like to enter into marriage if they 
mentioned marriage as one desired option for their future. As shown in Table 11, boys 
and girls from 1.5 generation and 2
nd
 generation girls wish marrying at a younger age 
than comparable natives. However, adolescents from Latin American origin again prefer 
marry later than the rest origin groups, including natives, once the effect of being a 
migrant is accounted for. In addition, girls that have a strong wish to go to the university 
prefer to delay marriage, while girls that ever repeated a school year are more likely to 
wish earlier marriages. 
 
(Table 11 about here) 
 
 
In sum, adolescents born abroad tend to express a stronger preference for marriage than 
comparable natives, and also for marrying at a younger age. Across regions of origin, 
however, adolescents from Latin American origin are more likely to prefer cohabitation 
and later marriage than other immigrant groups, while Moroccan girls tend to show the 
opposite pattern. Differences between second generation adolescents and their  native 
counterparts reduce but do not completely disappear, especially for females. A large 
part of the declining gap between native in immigrant youth concerning their 
partnership preferences is observed once their parental preferences are controlled for.  
 
 
7. Conclusions 
 
Taking an intergenerational look at the process of partnership formation among people 
of immigrant origin in Spain, and comparing it to that of similar natives, it has become 
clear that both selection and socialization effects interact to explain differences between 
native women and immigrant women in Spain, while the preferences of adolescents of 
immigrant origin concerning partnership type and timing seem largely dominated by 
strong socialization into their parents’ values. However, differences between 1.5 and 2nd 
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generations’ preferences also provide evidence of clear adaptation over time, although 
the pace of adaptation reveals substantially slower among females than among males. 
Accordingly, the hypotheses formulated in the framework of the intergenerational 
transmission of values approach seem particularly helpful to understand why 
convergence with dominant family forms in countries of destination is not necessarily a 
lineal process across immigrant generations. 
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Appendix: figures and tables 
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Table 1: Size and characteristics of the resident population in Spain by own and parental place of birth combined, 2011. 
Group Own and parents’ place of birth Size % over total % Female age 3 first origins 
0 
NB to two NB parents 
Native 
38,947,733 
 
84 
 43 Sp 
6 
FB to two NB parents 
Children of two Spanish emigrants 
born abroad 
476,044 
 
1 
51 41 Arg, Fr, Mor 
5 
FB mixed-nativity parents 
Children of one Spanish emigrant born 
abroad 
275,868 
 
1 
49 35 Fr, Germ, Venez 
1 
FB to two FB parents & agemig>15 
1st gen 
3,830,496 
 
8 
50 41 Rom, Mor, Ecu 
2 
FB to two FB parents & agemig<=15 
1.5 gen 
1,066,777 
 
2 
45 18 Mor, Rom, Ecu 
3 
NB to two FB parents 
2nd gen 
797,289 
 
2 
46 11 Mor, Rom, Ecu 
4 
NB to mixed-nativity parents 
Children of mixed couples in Spain 
1,180,519 
 
3 
49 24 Fr, Mor, Germ 
 Total 
46,574,725 
 
100 
   
Source: Census 2011. Weighted results.  Note: the abbreviations NB and FB denote native-born and foreign-born individuals, respectively 
23 
 
 
 
Table 2: Marital status by group and sex, 2011 (row percentages) 
   Single Married Widowed Separated Divorced 
   M W M W M W M W M W 
0  Natives           
 
6 
 FB to NB couple 40 35 50 48 2 7 2 2 5 7 
5  FB to mixed-nativity couple 56 49 37 38 1 5 2 2 4 6 
1  1st gen 31 27 61 59 1 4 2 3 5 7 
2  1.5 gen 90 86 8 12 0 1 0 1 1 1 
3  2nd gen 91 91 7 7 0 1 0 0 1 1 
4  NB to mixed-nativity couple 79 75 18 18 1 5 1 1 2 2 
             
             
  Total 56 49 39 40 1 4 1 2 3 5 
Source: Census 2011. Weighted results. Note: the abbreviations FB and NB denote foreign-born and native-born 
individuals, respectively. 
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Table 3: Main characteristics of the sample of women interviewed in FVS2006, by nativity 
  1Gen Native 
Birth Cohort till 1960 15 49 
 1960-69 22 18 
 1970-79 32 17 
 1980-85 20 9 
 1986- 12 8 
Educational level Tertiary 21 15 
Origin Spain 0 100 
 Eastern Europe 13 0 
 Latin America 55 0 
 EU15 15 0 
 Africa 11 0 
 Other 4 0 
Partnership 
trajectory 
Ever cohabited 0 0 
 Ever married 1 1 
 Ever separated 0 0 
 Ever widowed 0 0 
 Age at first cohabitation 21 23 
 Age at first marriage 22 23 
 Age at first separation 27 32 
 Age at first widow 41 61 
Migration 
trajectory 
Years since migration 9.1 (9) NA 
 Age at migration 26 NA 
 Married before migration 0 NA 
 Separated before migration 0 NA 
Source: FVS2006. Weighted percentages. 
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Table 4: Sample size by group, sex and availability of parental questionnaire 
 Students Parents 
 Male Female Total Total  
Native 749 640 1389 818 
% 53 48 51 64 
NB/FB mix parents 101 50 151 59 
% 7 4 5 5 
FB with FB parents 420 505 924 322 
% 30 38 34 25 
NB with FB parents 139 148 287 84 
% 10 11 10 7 
Total 1408 1343 2751 1284 
% 100 100 100 100 
Source: Chances 2011. Weighted data. 
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Figure 1: Survival estimates of entry into first union by migrant status. 
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   Source: FVS2006. 
Figures 2 and 3: Survival estimates of entry into  first marriage and first cohabitation by 
migrant status. 
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   Source: FVS2006. 
Figures 4 and 5: Survival estimates of union dissolution by migrant status and education 
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Table 5: Transition from single to first union, regardless of type of union (odd ratios) 
 (1) (2) (3) 
Age 0.93*** 0.93*** 0.93*** 
Ref. Before 1960    
1960-69 1.08** 1.10** 1.10** 
1970-79 1.18*** 1.20*** 1.21*** 
1980-85 0.77*** 0.79*** 0.79*** 
1986- 0.25*** 0.25*** 0.25*** 
Ref. Native    
Eastern Eu. 1.45*** 1.44*** 1.41** 
Latin America 1.24*** 1.23*** 1.20** 
EU-15 1.18* 1.20* 1.15 
Africa 1.17 1.15 1.14 
Other 1.24 1.25 1.21 
Ref. Less than tertiary    
Tertiary  0.900** 1.01 
Tertiary*Native   0.88 
N 226865 226865 226525 
Exponentiated coefficients; t statistics in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001. Source: 
FVS2006. 
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Table 6: Transition from single to first marriage (odd ratios) 
 (1) (2) (3) 
Age 0.93*** 0.93*** 0.93*** 
Ref. Before 1960    
1960-69 0.95 0.98 0.98 
1970-79 0.77*** 0.80*** 0.80*** 
1980-85 0.31*** 0.32*** 0.32*** 
1986- 0.021*** 0.021*** 0.02*** 
Ref. Native    
Eastern Eu. 1.22 1.20 1.16 
Latin America 1.01 1.01 0.97 
EU-15 0.99 1.01 0.95 
Africa 1.24 1.20 1.19 
Other 0.94 0.96 0.91 
Ref. Less than tertiary    
Tertiary  0.81*** 0.98 
Tertiary*Native   0.80 
N 226865 226865 226525 
Exponentiated coefficients;. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001.Source: FVS2006. 
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Table 7: Transition from single to first cohabitation (odd ratios) 
 (1) (2) (3) 
Age 0.96*** 0.96*** 0.96*** 
Ref. Before 1960    
1960-69 2.64*** 2.56*** 2.54*** 
1970-79 6.28*** 6.00*** 5.95*** 
1980-85 7.54*** 7.17*** 7.07*** 
1986- 4.10*** 4.13*** 4.11*** 
Ref. Native    
Eastern Eu. 1.94*** 1.98*** 2.05*** 
Latin America 1.82*** 1.85*** 1.92*** 
EU-15 1.77*** 1.71** 1.83*** 
Africa 1.14 1.19 1.21 
Other 2.00* 2.05* 2.11* 
Ref. Less than tertiary    
Tertiary  1.22** 1.07 
Tertiary*Native   1.17 
N 226865 226865 226525 
Exponentiated coefficients. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001 
Source: FVS2006. 
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Table 8: Transition from first union to first separation, regardless of type of union (odd ratios) 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Union’s duration 1.07*** 1.07*** 1.08*** 1.08*** 
Ref. Before 1960     
1960-69 3.89*** 3.80*** 3.53*** 3.40*** 
1970-79 6.20*** 6.00*** 4.69*** 4.38*** 
1980-85 13.98*** 13.59*** 8.88*** 8.07*** 
1986- 23.57*** 23.83*** 11.63*** 11.98*** 
Ref. Native     
Eastern Eu. 1.11 1.11 1.04 2.53 
Latin America 3.07*** 3.20*** 2.73*** 6.67** 
EU-15 2.69*** 2.64*** 2.44*** 5.48** 
Africa 1.96** 2.01** 2.06** 3.96** 
Other 4.06** 4.10** 3.40** 8.62** 
Ref. Less than tertiary     
Tertiary  1.19 1.08 1.05 
Ref. direct marriage      
Cohab+Marriage   1.39** 1.59** 
Only cohabited   2.35*** 3.23*** 
Direct marriage*Inmig    0.69 
Coh+Marr*Inmig    0.36 
Only cohab*Inmig    0.20** 
N 190789 190789 190789 190485 
 Exponentiated coefficients. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001.Source: FVS2006. 
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Source: Chances 2011. Weighted data. 
Figure 6: Would you like to cohabit with your partner without being married? Would you like 
to marry someone in the future? Combined answers.  
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Source: Chances 2011. Wighted data. 
Figure 7: At what age would you like to marry someone? 
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Table 9: Multinomial logit coefficients for preference between marriage, cohabitation and 
marriage and only cohabitation over the life course (odds ratio) 
 
Ref. Marry_no_coh male female male female male female 
Coh_marr  (Ref. Natives)       
Children to mixed parents 0.58 0.91 0.21** 1.23 0.17** 1.14 
1.5 generation 0.35** 0.20*** 0.23** 0.27** 0.29* 0.35** 
2nd generation 0.48* 0.34** 0.23* 0.39 0.30 0.50 
Parents’Educ. Level (Ref. Less)       
Secondary 1.04 1.19 0.57 1.31 0.56 1.30 
Tertiary 0.82 0.93 0.49 1.18 0.51 1.28 
Wish to go to Univ. 0.96 0.946* 1.00 0.93 1.01 0.93 
Repeated school year 1.36* 0.88 1.28 0.99 1.24 0.97 
Wish to live in Sp when adult 0.62 1.03 0.57 0.98 0.60 0.94 
Inter wishSP*non-native 1.20 1.16 1.68 0.77 1.77 0.75 
Ref. Other       
Latino origin 2.14** 1.75** 1.92 1.91* 1.73 2.00* 
Moroccan origin 0.34** 0.29** 0.45 0.15** 0.48 0.18** 
Ref. No       
Wish child cohabitate     1.69** 2.12** 
Indiferent/child’s pref.     3.96* 6.25* 
Coh_no_marr (Ref. Natives)       
Children to mixed parents 0.39* 1.32 0.30 0.74 0.16* 0.67 
1.5 generation 0.14*** 0.15*** 0.05** 0.065** 0.11** 0.19 
2nd generation 0.12*** 0.29** 0.07** 0.12* 0.15 0.27 
Parents’ Educ. Level (Ref. Less)       
Secondary 1.53 1.96 1.60 1.46 1.50 1.63 
Tertiary 1.73 1.12 1.87 0.50 1.93 0.76 
Wish to go to Univ. 0.93** 0.86*** 0.86** 0.84** 0.87** 0.85** 
Repeated school year 1.92** 0.50** 2.05* 0.37** 1.84 0.31** 
Wish to live in Sp when adult 0.22*** 0.52* 0.20** 0.56 0.23** 0.53 
Inter wishSP*non-native 3.06** 1.31 3.38 0.93 4.01 0.85 
Ref. Other       
Latino origin 3.27** 3.41** 5.02** 15.19** 3.62 13.53** 
Moroccan origin 0.00 0.26 0.00 2.14 0.00 3.81 
Ref. No       
Wish child cohabitate     4.59*** 5.58*** 
Indiferent/child’s pref.     29.40*** 73.13*** 
N 1238 1175 429 545 429 545 
Source: Chances 2011. Exponentiated coefficients. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001 
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Table 10: Lineal regression estimates for preferred age at marriage 
 male female 
Ref. Natives   
Children to mixed parents -0.55 -0.29 
1.5 generation -1.62** -1.34** 
2
nd
 generation -0.91 -1.20** 
Parents’ highest ed. Level (Ref. Less)   
Secondary -0.14 0.09 
Tertiary -0.06 0.29 
Wish to go to Univ. 0.04 0.10** 
Repeated school year 0.38 -0.49** 
Wish to live in Sp when adult -0.74* -0.24 
Inter wishSP*non-native 0.03 0.029 
Ref. Other   
Latino origin 0.94** 0.87** 
Moroccan origin -1.24 -1.38** 
Cons 28.62*** 26.63*** 
N 1018 1007 
Source: Chances 2011. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001 
 
